groups. An application may be properly required to be restricted 
on one or more patentably distinct inventions only if (a) the 
inventions are either independent or distinct as claimed and (b) 
there is a serious burden on the Examiner (see MPEP §803, emphasis 
added by Applicant's representative). 

If the search and examination of an entire application 
can be made without serious burden, the Examiner must examine.it on 
the merits, even though it includes claims to independent and 
distinct inventions (MPEP §803, under the heading Restriction-When 
Proper) . The Examiner does not appear to have met the burden of 
showing a prima facie case why there would be a serious burden to 
search and examine the entire application (MPEP §803) . 

Furthermore, Examiners must provide reasons and/or 
examples to support conclusions (see MPEP §803, under the heading 
GUIDELINES) . The Examiner has not presented objective evidence or 
appropriate explanation for the conclusory statement that the 
groups have separate utility. Therefore, the Office Action does 
not appear to establish a prima facie showing that there would be 
a serious burden on the Examiner to search and examine the entire 
application (MPEP §803) . As such, the requirement for restriction 
does not appear to be proper and should be withdrawn (MPEP §803) . 

The Examiner is respectfully invited to call the 
Applicants' representative should it be deemed beneficial to 
further advance prosecution of the application. 
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If any additional fees are due, please charge our office 
Acco\int No. 50-0541. 




24840 Harper Avenue, Suite 100 
St. Clair Shores, MI 48080 
(586) 498-0670 

Dated: December 8. 2004 

Docket No.: 3912.00002 
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